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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Applicants wish to thank the Examiner for the review of the present application. 
Claims 1-25 are currently pending in the application. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. §102 

Claims 1-4, 8, and 23-25 stand rejected under 35 USC 102(a) as being anticipated 
by U.S. Patent Number 7,01 1,743 (Rosiello, hereinafter "Rosiello"). Additionally, claims 
9-1 1, 13, and 16-17 stand rejected under 35 USC 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. 
Patent Number 5,482,440 (Dennehey et al., hereinafter "Dermehey"). 

In order for prior art to anticipate a claim under 35 U.S.C. §102, the prior art must 
disclose each and every limitation of the claim. Applicant respectfully submits that 
Rosiello and Dennehey fail to disclose each and every limitation of the claims. 

Claim 1, in relevant part, describes apparatus for use in a fluid processing 
workstation having a plurality of pumps. The apparatus includes a plurality of pump 
cassettes for use respectively with the plurality of pumps, each cassette having a first 
fluid inlet port in selective fluid communication with a first pump chamber; an inlet tube; 
and distribution tubing that coimects the inlet tube to the first fluid inlet port of each of 
the pump cassettes. As discussed in the subject patent application (e.g., at page 9, Une 26 
- page 10, line 2), such a configuration of pump cassettes and connective tubing may be 
provided as a disposable unit or kh and allows all of the pumps to draw fluid from a 
single source. 

Specifically, Rosiello includes a distribution section 40 having a plurality of fluid 
management cassettes 42 and a peristaltic pump 44. Rosiello 's fluid management 
cassettes do not include pump chambers and do not pump fluids, but instead include 
various valves, a pressure sensor, and an optical sensor for managing fluid that is pumped 
by the peristaltic pump 44. Thus, Rosiello's fluid management cassettes 42 are not pump 
cassettes that are used respectively with a plurality of pumps, as required by the present 
claims. In comment #5, the examiner points to the rectangular box in the cassette, which 
is an optical sensor, not a pump chamber. Thus, nowhere does Rosiello teach or suggest 
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that the fluid management cassettes (42) have an inlet port in selective communication 
with a first pump chamber, as required by claim 1 . 

Accordingly, claim 1 is allowable over Rosiello. In addition, because a dependent 
clmm is deemed to include all limitations of its base claim and any intervening claim, 
Applicants respectfully submit that dependent claims 2-4, and 8 are also allowable over 
Rosiello. 

In a manner similar to claim I, claim 23 also includes pump cassettes that have an 
inlet port in selective communication with a first pump chamber. Therefore, for the 
reasons stated above with regard to claim 1, Applicants respectftilly submit that claims 
23-25 are also allowable over Rosiello. 

Claim 9 describes, in relevant part, an odd number of pump cassettes, each 
cassette having a working solution inlet port selectively coupled to a working solution 
pump chamber; a working solution inlet tube; and distribution tubing connected between 
the working solution inlet tube and the working solution inlet ports of the odd number of 
pump cassettes, wherein the working solution inlet tube joins the distribution tubing 
proximate to a junction between the distribution tubing and a middle one of the pump 
cassettes such that connected to the distribution tubing on either side of the junction are 
an equal number of the pump cassettes. Thus, the configuration of cassettes and tubing in 
claim 9 provide a fluid path from the inlet tube to all of the cassettes. 

Similar to Rosiello, Dennehey's cassettes are not pump cassettes that include 
pump chambers, but are really fluid management cassettes that include valve stations, 
pressure sensing stations, and channels or paths for conveying liquids (see Dennehey's 
FIGs. 4-5 and supporting description at column 7, lines 41-46). Dennehey's assembly 
includes a fluid path conveying blood between the source and the separation element. 
Several blood cassettes are located within the fluid path. However, nowhere does 
Dennehey teach or suggest that the blood cassettes have an inlet selectively coupled to a 
working solution pump chamber. The Examiner suggests that elements F8 and F9 
constitute working solution pump chambers. However, elements F8 and F9 of Dennehey 
are liquid paths, not chambers. As known in the art, the term chamber typically refers to 
an enclosed space and/or an enlarged part of a passage. In contrast, the liquid paths (F8 
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and F9) in Dennehey are merely the passages through which the blood passes within the 
cassette. 

In addition, Dennehey also fails to teach the working solution inlet tube and 
distribution tubing configuration required by claim 9. Specifically, Dennehey does not 
teach or suggest a working solution inlet tube that joins distribution tubing proximate to a 
junction between the distribution tubing and a middle one of the pump cassettes. Claim 9 
requires that a single working solution inlet tube (e.g., a working solution inlet tube) join 
the distribution tubing proximate to a junction between the distribution tubing and a 
middle of one of the pump cassettes. In contrast, the Dermehey system has essentially 5 
separate working solution tubes leading to the cassettes. As best shown in Figure 19, 
Dennehey has several tubing branches (38, 40, 42, 44, and 46) coming from a processing 
chamber (16) and leading to an umbilicus (24). Several additional sections of tubing (60, 
76, 64, 86, and 80) extend from the umbilicus to the fluid cassettes (22A, B, and C). The 
Examiner suggests that the umbilicus (24) constitutes the working solution inlet tube. 
However, the umbilicus has a very distinct structure and caimot constitute the working 
solution inlet tube. The umbilicus includes 5 distinct lumens (e.g., flow paths) 
corresponding to each of the tubes entering and exiting the umbilicus (see Figure 1 6). At 
no point are the tubes a single working solution tube, as required by claim 9. Thus, 
nowhere does Dennehey teach or suggest the working solution tube/distribution tubing 
configuration required by claim 9. 

Accordingly, claim 9 is allowable over Dennehey. In addition, because a 
dependent claim is deemed to include all limitations of its base claim and any intervening 
claim, Applicants respectfully submit that dependent claims 10-11, and 13 are also 
allowable over Dennehey. 

In a manner similar to claim 9, claim 16 also defines pump cassettes that have a 
similar working solution inlet tube/distribution tubing configuration. For the reasons 
stated above with regard to claim 9, Applicants respectfully submit that claims 16-17 are 
also allowable over Dennehey. 
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Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. §103 

Claims 1, 9, 15-16, and 18-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Rosiello in view of Dennehey. 

As discussed above, claim 1 is allowable over Rosiello because Rosiello fails to 
disclose an inlet port in selective communication with a first pump chamber. In addition, 
Dennehey fails to teach the deficiencies of Rosiello. Specifically, as discussed above, 
Dennehey also fails to disclose, among other things, an inlet port in selective 
communication with a first pump chamber. Thus, since neither Rosiello nor Dennehey 
teach or suggest all limitations of claim 1, the combination cannot make claim 1 obvious. 

In a manner similar to claim 1 , claims 9 and 1 6 also define pump cassettes that 
have an inlet port and a first pump chamber. For the reasons stated above with regard to 
claim 1, Applicants respectfully submit that claims 9, 15-16, and 18-19 are also allowable 
over the combination of Rosiello and Dennehey. 

Claims 5, 12, and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Rosiello and Dennehey as applied to claims 1 , 9, and 1 6 above, and further in view 
of U.S. Patent Number 6,245,570 (Grimm et al., hereinafter "Grimm"). As dependent 
claims of 1, 9, and 16, claims 5, 12, and 20 include all of the limitations of the claims 
from which they depend. Therefore, claims 5, 12, and 20 are allowable over the 
combination of Rosiello and Dennehey for at lest the same reasons discussed above. 

The office action states that Rosiello and Dennehey do not provide for a bar code 
label on each of the incubation bags. The office action adds Grim to teach this limitation. 
However, as discussed below, Grimm fails to teach the deficiencies of Rosiello and 
Dennehey. 

The Grimm patent is directed towards a container for in adiation of blood 
products. The Grimm container has a flexible, flat collapsible wall defining a sealed 
chamber. Nowhere does Grimm teach or suggest the inlet port and pump chamber 
required by claims 1, 9, and 16. Thus, since neither Rosiello, Dennehey, nor Grimm teach 
or suggest all of the limitations of claims 5, 12, and 20, the combination cannot make 
obvious the claims. 
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Claims 6, 7, 14, and 21-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Rosiello and Dennehey as applied to claim 1, 9, and 16 above, and 
further in view of U.S. Patent Number 5,098,371 (Juji et al., hereinafter "Juji"). As 
dependent claims of 1, 9, and 16, claims 6, 7, 14, and 21-22 include all of the limitations 
of the claims from which they depend. Therefore, claims 6, 7, 14, and 21-22 are 
allowable over the combination of Rosiello and Dennehey for at least the same reasons 
discussed above. 

The office action states that Rosiello and Dennehey do not teach a system having 
a four-port junction and break away closures on the working solution inlet tube. The 
office action adds Juji to teach these limitations. However, as discussed below, Juji fails 
to teach the deficiencies of Rosiello and Dennehey. 

Juji is directed towards a switch bag type blood gathering set. The Juji set 
includes a number of members for gathering and storing blood. The members are 
connected by tubes to prevent the blood from contacting the outside air. However, 
nowhere does Juji teach or suggest the inlet port and pump chamber configuration 
required by claims 1, 9, and 16. Thus, since neither Rosiello, Dennehey, nor Juji teach or 
suggest all of the limitations of claims 6, 7, 14, and 21-22, the combination cannot make 
obvious the claims. 

Conclusion 

For the reasons stated above. Applicants respectfiiUy submit that all pending 
claims are in a form suitable for allowance. Therefore, the application is believed to be in 

a condition for allowance. The Applicant respectfully requests early allowance of the 
application. The Applicant requests that the Examiner contact the undersigned, Jeffrey T. 
Klayman, if it will assist further examination of this application. 

Applicants petition for a one month extension of time. In the event that a further 
extension is needed, this conditional petition of extension is hereby submitted, and 
Applicants request that deposit account number 19-4972 be charged for any fees that may 
be required for the timely consideration of this application. 
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Date: April 18, 2007 Respectfully submitted, 

Jeffrey T. Klayman 
Registration No. 39,250 
Attorney for Applicants 

Bromberg & Sunstein LLP 

125 Summer Street 

Boston, Massachusetts 021 10-1618 

Tel: (617)443-9292 

Fax: (617) 443-0004 

01C62/00D85 653483.1 



Page 13 of 13 



